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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings 
which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in 
the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contained in 
the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 



7,395,239 


Riseman, Milton 


07-2008 


6,385,594 


Lebda et al. 


05-2002 


5,870,721 


Norris, Jeffrey 


02-1999 
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(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1, 3-6, 14-15 and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Riseman (US 7395239) in view of Lebda (US 6385594) in view of Norris (US 5870721). 



Re claims 1 and 6: Riseman teaches a system and corresponding method for producing and 
sending a loan document to a customer, the system comprising: a web-enabled customer 
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interface which receives loan information from the customer (col. 4, lines 37-51, fig. 1); a 
network coupled to the customer interface, the network receives the loan information from the 
customer interface (col. 4, line 52 through col. 5, line 17, fig. 1); a web site coupled to the 
network, the web site prompting the customer to enter the loan information, receiving the loan 
information and merging the loan information with a loan application form to produce a loan 
application (col. 4, lines 37 through col. 5, line 17, fig. 1); a loan processor computing system 
hosting the website and storing the loan application form, the loan processor computing system 
receiving the loan application, automatically performing a credit check on the customer based on 
the loan application, the loan processing computing system determining whether the is approved 
(col. 5, lines 31-40, col. 6, lines 20-23); 

Riseman does not explicitly teach multiple branch terminals configured for receiving loan 
information at branch locations; a network coupled to the customer interface and the branch 
terminals; 

Lebda teaches the concept of multiple lenders' terminals configured for receiving loan 
information at lender locations; a network coupled to the customer interface and the lender 
terminals (abstract, figures). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Riseman to include this step as taught by Lebda for the obvious reason of 
making the loan information available to multiple lenders. 

Riseman and Lebda do not teach the concept of performing a credit check by sending a loan 
application to a credit approval agency; a loan forms database storing forms used in the creation 
of loan documents and; a loan document creation server coupled to the loan processor computing 
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system and the loan forms database, wherein the loan processor computing system, upon 
approving the loan application, automatically forwards the loan application to the loan document 
creation server, the loan document creation server generating and sending the loan document to 
the customer, based on the loan application and the accessed loan forms in the loan forms 
database, the loan document creation server sending the loan document to the customer through 
one of e-mail, facsimile, the network and a printer coupled to a network. 
However, Riseman teaches that after the final approval of the loan, the remaining steps of the 
loan process are accomplished by traditional methods (col. 7, lines 23-35). Lebda further teaches 
the computer 100 dials to the credit bureau housed on computer 500 (equivalent of performing a 
credit check by sending a loan application to a credit approval agency) to obtain Fair Isaac Credit 
Score (Fig. 5, col. 4, lines 33-41). 

Norris teaches the concept of performing credit check by sending a loan application to a credit 
approval agency ("neural network 77")(col. 6, lines 8-45, fig. 1); a loan approval determination 
based on credit check; and generating and sending loan agreement and related documentation to 
the customer via facsimile (see at least abstract, col. 2, lines 13-15 and 35-39). Furthermore, 
Norris teaches if the user has a personal computer, modem and a printer, an "electronic file of the 
documents" can be transmitted to the user (col. 4, lines 61-63). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Riseman and 
Lebda combination to include these features as taught by Norris for the obvious reason of 
ensuring that the applicant is credit worthy and for speedy transmittal of all related and necessary 
documents between the lender and customer which are normally accomplished by traditional 
methods. 
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Re claim 3: Riseman teaches wherein: the network is the internet; and the customer interface is 
one of a computer, a personal digital assistant, and a loan application kiosk (fig. 1). 

Re claim 4: Riseman does not explicitly teach, wherein the loan document includes at least one 
of a check and data relating to an electronic transfer of funds relating to the loan. However, 
Riseman teaches arranging for loan payments to be made automatically by electronic funds 
transfer (col. 7, lines 34-35). Norris teaches a loan documentation and electronic withdrawal 
from applicant's account to repay the loan (col. 2, lines 13-15). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Riseman to 
include these features as taught by Norris for the obvious reason of establishing repayment 
method for the loan. 

Re claims 5, 17-19: Riseman, Lebda and Norris combination does not explicitly teach, wherein 
the loan document includes insurance information relating to the loan, a loan approval letter, a 
loan promissory note, a loan contract. Official notice is hereby taken that including these 
documents as part of loan documentation is old and well known. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Riseman, Lebda and Norris 
combination to include these documents for the obvious reason of providing the applicant with 
all the necessary documents regarding the loan as may be required by law. 
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Re claims 14-15: Riseman, Lebda and Norris combination teaches wherein the loan application 
is received by the loan processor computing system before the loan document is generated; 
wherein the loan application is produced before the loan document is generated (see claims 1 and 
6 analyses, supra). 

Re claim 20: Riseman, Lebda and Norris combination does not explicitly teach verifying a 
customer account by sending a test transaction; and sending funds to a customer account after the 
customer account is verified. Official notice is hereby taken that this concept is old and well 
known. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Riseman and Norris combination to include this feature for the obvious reason of 
verifying the customer account by allowing the lender to ensure that the account to which money 
is deposited actually belongs to the customer, thereby preventing fraud or error. 

Claims 7-13 and 16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Riseman, 
Lebda and Norris as applied to claims 1-6, 14, 15 and 17-19 above, and further in view of Cohen 
et al (USPN 5740035). 

Re claims 7 and 13: Riseman, Lebda and Norris teach all the claimed limitations as discussed 
above with respect to claims 1-6, 14, 15 and 17-19. Riseman, Lebda and Norris do not explicitly 
teach analyzing the received loan information for completeness and prompting the customer if 
the received loan information is incomplete; sending a check to the customer, the check 
corresponding to the loan contract, receiving the check and cashing a check whereby cashing the 
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check indicates acceptance by the customer of the terms listed in the loan document, checking 
the validity of the check. However, Riseman and Norris both teach electronic transfer of funds. 
Furthermore, Lebda teaches a validation check to make sure that the application is complete and 
correct (col. 3, lines 6-9). 

Cohen teaches the concept of analyzing received information for completeness and prompting 
the user if the received information is incomplete (col. 4, lines 22-31). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Riseman and 
Lebda to include this prompting the user when the received information is incomplete for the 
obvious reason of ensuring that all information necessary to process the application are received. 
Official notice is hereby taken that substituting EFT for a physical check and cashing the check 
to indicate acceptance by the customer of the terms listed in the loan document, checking the 
validity of the check and verifying the customer account by sending a test transaction are old and 
well known. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Riseman in view of Lebda in view of Norris to include these features. One would have 
been motivated to do so in order to allow the customer to receive the funds and accept the loan 
by cashing the check. 

Re claim 9: Riseman teaches wherein receiving loan information includes receiving the loan 
information over a network (fig. 1). 
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Re claim 10: Riseman teaches wherein: the network is the Internet; and receiving loan 
information includes receiving loan information from the customer through one of a computer, a 
personal digital assistant, and a loan application kiosk (fig. 1). 

Re claims 1 1 and 12: Riseman and Norris combination teaches, wherein the sending of the loan 
document includes sending the loan document to the customer through one of e- mail, facsimile, 
the network, a first printer coupled to the network, another network, and a second printer coupled 
to the another network (see claims 1, 6 and 14-15 analyses, supra). 

Re claim 16: Riseman and Norris combination teaches wherein the loan information is received 
before the loan document is generated (see claims 1 and 6 analyses, supra). 

(10) Response to Argument 

The Examiner summarizes the various points raised by the Appellant and addresses them 
individually. 

Applicant argues that Riseman and Norris fail to teach merging loan information with 
loan application foam to produce a loan application and performing credit check by sending the 
loan application to a credit approval agency. Applicant requests that Examiner identify (a) loan 
information, (b) loan application form, and (c) loan application as required in claim 1 . In 
response, the loan information is the information provided by the applicant, the loan application 
form is the web form the is accessed via the lender's web site, and the loan application is the 
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completed loan form after the applicant enters data and is stored in a database (electronic loan 
application) (col. 5, lines 23-25). 

Applicant also argues that Lebda fails to teach multiple branch terminals configured for 
receiving the loan information at branch location. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner 
interprets plurality of lending institution as "branch locations" and the transmission of data that is 
received by the plurality of lending institutions via the Internet implicitly includes terminals 
(equivalent of "branch terminals") for receiving such data. 

Furthermore, Applicant argues that Norris does not send loan application to the credit 
bureau or approval agency. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Norris explicitly teaches that the 
computer sends the "loan application" (interpreted simply as information entered by the 
applicant such as name, address and social security number which are considered as non 
functional descriptive material) to the credit bureau which sends a credit report to the computer 

(col. 2, lines 21-27, "Information about the applicant is also obtained from credit bureau 

that provided credit reports on an applicant given a name, a social security number and an 
address"). The computer (containing "neural network" capability) then determines whether to 
approve the loan (col. 2, lines 27- 34). Examiner notes that the differences between the "loan 
application" of the prior art and the claimed limitation are only rooted in content. And content is 
nonfunctional descriptive material. Patentable weight need not be given to descriptive material 
absent a new and unobvious functional relationship between the descriptive material and the 
substrate, of which there is no evidence in the record. See In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 1582-83 
(Fed. Cir. 1994); In re Ngai, 367 F.3d 1336, 1339 (Fed. Cir. 2004). See also Exparte Mathias, 84 



Application/Control Number: 09/765,137 Page 12 

Art Unit: 3691 

USPQ2d 1276, 1279 (BPAI 2005) (nonprecedential) (Federal Circuit Appeal No. 2006-1103; 
191 Fed. Appx. 959 (Fed. Circ. 2006) affirmed without written opinion Aug. 17, 2006). 

Examiner notes that the concept of receiving credit report or credit score from various 
bureau databases (Equifax, TransUnion and Experian) requires certain data about the applicant 
(such as name address social security number ("loan application")) in formats compatible with 
that used by the credit bureaus. See for example, Lent et al (US 6405181) at fig. 1, col. 1, lines 
31-65 and col. 2, lines 4-10 for background information on how this is done. 

Applicant further argues that Riseman and Norris fail to teach a loan form database 
storing forms used in the creation of loan documents; and a loan document creation server 
coupled to the loan processor computing system and the loan forms database, wherein the loan 
processor computing system, upon approving the loan application, automatically forwards the 
loan application to the loan document creation server, the loan document creation server 
generating and sending the loan document to the customer. Specifically, Applicant asserts that 
Norris provides these documents to the customer using traditional methods outside of the closed 
loop automated process. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Norris explicitly teaches that the term 
" "closed loop" means that all the steps involved in loan processing, including the steps of 
transferring the funds to the borrower and arranging for repayment as well as completing the 
loan application and underwriting it can be done without human intervention" (col. 2, lines 3-7). 
Norris further teaches that electronic file of loan documents can be transmitted to the borrower 
(col. 4, lines 61-63). Therefore, Norris inherently teaches that the aforementioned limitations are 
an integral part of the "closed loop" process. 
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Applicant also argues that MSS performs all the processing steps, thereby eliminating the 
need to forward the "loan application". However, one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize 
the advantage of sending the application to a credit agency (another application or processor) for 
determining whether the customer should receive a loan based on the credit report rather than 
having the MSS take that decision. Such advantage includes splitting various tasks that is 
performed by one application (MSS) between multiple applications for faster processing and 
decision making. 

Examiner admits that Riseman does not explicitly teach that the system performs a credit 
check by sending the "loan application" to a credit approval agency. However, Norris teaches 
this concept (see col. 6, lines 8-45, fig. 1). Applicant admits that Norris sends the "applicant's 
name, address and social security number to the credit bureau". Applicant asserts that the instant 
specification describes the claimed process, which differs from merely sending the applicant's 
name, address and social security number to obtain a credit report. However, Examiner notes that 
the information contained in the loan application (such as applicant's income) are not described 
in the claims. In the absence of specific limitations defining what constitutes a loan application, 
the "loan application" are given the broadest reasonable interpretation. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
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USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). 

Applicant further argues that the form is selected from a plurality of forms. Examiner 
asserts that the specification has no support for this limitation. Examiner interprets the plurality 
of forms to be plurality of web pages that the all applicants need to complete to create an 
application. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the Related 
Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Olabode Akintola /Olabode Akintola/ 

Art Unit 3691 

04 October 2011 

Conferees: 

/HANI M KAZIMI/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3691 

/Alexander Kalinowski/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3691 



